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PER CURI AM

Jeffrey Walls filed a discrimnation action raising
clainms under Title VII of the Gvil R ghts Act of 1964, 42 U S.C
88 2000a, 2000e to 2000e-17 (“Title VII”), and 42 U S. C § 1981
(2000), against the Appellees, National Anmusenents, Inc. (“NAI"),
and Security Enforcenent Bureau of New York, Inc. (“SEB"). The
district court denied Walls relief and granted the Appellees
summary judgnent. Walls appeals. W review the district court’s

grant of summary judgnent de novo. H ggins v. E. |I. DuPont de

Nenours & Co., 863 F.2d 1162, 1167 (4th CGr. 1988).

Wal | s asserts the district court erred in concluding he
failed to establish a prinma faci e case of enpl oynent di scrim nation
agai nst the Appellees. This is neritless. The district court did
not err in concluding Walls failed to establish he was subjected to
racial discrimnation, or to a hostile work environnment, since
Walls failed to establish the Appellees subjected him to
di scrim natory enpl oynent practices based on his race, or subjected

Wal |'s to an adverse enpl oynment action. See generally Bass v. E. 1.

DuPont de Nenmours & Co., 324 F.3d 761, 765 (4th G r. 2003); Causey

v. Balog, 162 F.3d 795, 801 (4th Gr. 1998); see also Von Gunten v.

Maryl and, 243 F.3d 858, 866 n.3 (4th Cr. 2001). To the extent
Wal | s argues on appeal that the Appellees infringed on his right to

contract under 42 U.S.C. § 1981, these deficiencies also preclude



relief. See Thonpson v. Potonmac El ec. Power Co., 312 F. 3d 645, 649

n.1 (4th Gr. 2002).

Next, Walls asserts the district court erred in
concluding he |acked standing to bring a public accommobdations
cl ai m agai nst the Appellees under 42 U S.C. § 2000a (2000). This
is meritless. Walls failed to show he was injured by
di scrimnatory conduct, and consequently, he |acked standing to

bring this claim Lujan v. Defenders of Wldlife, 504 U S. 555,

560- 64 (1992).

Finally, Wlls asserts the district court erred in
granting summary judgnent to the Appellees because there were
numer ous factual issues in dispute. This is neritless. None of
these factual matters are material to the deficiencies that
preclude relief in this action. Fed. R CGv. P. 56(c); Celotex

Corp. v. Catrett, 477 U.S. 317, 322-23 (1986).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s orders
dismssing Walls’ discrimnation clains and granting summary
judgment to the Appellees. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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